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(PReply to a letter from the Rev. 


Mr. BALLov, of Boston, to the author of a late pub- 
lication, entitled, ** Final Restoration, demonstrated 
from the scriptures of truth; by three sufficient argu- 
ments—the oath of Jehovah, the love of Jehovah, the 
prayer of faith. Also, the main objections refuted. 
Designed to vindicate the character of ALMIGRTY 
Gop, and justify bis ways to man.” 


Dear Sin,—To my regret, your candid letter, in- 
serted in the Universalist Magazine, for December 15, 
did not come to hand, till the middle of January. Had 
1 known that you had honored me with an address, it 
would have been unpardonable, not sooner to have ac- 
knowledged the favor of your friendly sentiments. But 
having accidentally omitted to subscribe for the Uni- 
versalis! Magazine, (which I intend in future to take re- 
gularly,) the politeness of Mr. Bowen, on the [2th ult. 
furnished me with the first notice of your obliging com- 
munication. By the indulgence of the Editor, | shall 
now attempt a reply. 

On re-examination, it is evident, that the passage 
which you have noticed, contains expressions liable to 
animadversion. My only apology is, that the whole of 
this paragraph, including what nnmediately follows, on 
the subject of future punishmeut, was written in haste, 
as a substitute for another passage, and conveyed to the 
publisher, at a time when it was suspected the work 
was already in the press. As you have been so gener- 
ous, as to express your ‘* cordial assent and approba- 
tion” to my * principal arguments,”’ and have also, as 
| have been informed, given a very favorable account 
of the work, in the Universalist Mlagazine,* tor Novem- 

ri7, under the head * Vew publication ; | am hap- 
py to have this opportunity of acknowledging the obli- 
xstion. Itis imecumbent on me to conless, also, that 
there is a part of the passage on which you have com- 
mented, (though you appear not to have discovered it,) 
which might seem designed, to detract from the utility 
yf your own excellent publications. Nothing, however, 
could be more contrary to my mtentions. I consider 





‘ofa future punishment extremely, though not infinitely 


| infinite. 
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your .Nofes on the Parables, and your volume of Lec-| 


‘ures, as Grst-rate models of theological! research. 
new, and successfi:] explanations of the parables of our 
Saviour, in particular, are in my opinion entitled to a 
high degree of admiration aud esteem.t 
en your Voles, and your Lectures a second perusal, | 
was not duly sensible, that your own discoveries, tend- 
ing to limit the treatenings of the scriptures to the pre- 
sent state, furnish a principal argument, not only for 
the ultimate felicity of the whole human race, but for 


the non existence of chastisements in the eternal world. | 


Having made these concessions, which are justly due | 
to the cause of truth, J will now, if you please, proceed | 


Your | : 
more to the purpose to have inquired, whether the non- 


Till L had giv- | 





| obvious. 


to a more particular examination of the subject of your | 


letter. 

It was consistent with the origina] plan of my publi- 
cation, to engage in full discussion of the important 
question, whether all chastisements terminate with our 
earthly career. Having proved decisively, as it was 
conceived, that happiness must eventually beconie uni- 
versal, my first design seemed to be accomplished.— 
You are therefore perfectly correct in saying, there isa 
very ‘‘great disparity’’ “‘between your subject” [the | 
existence of future punishment] ‘‘ and your reasonings | 
upon it.” In fact, the whole passage to which yourre- | 
marks are directed, was intended rather as an express- ) 
ion of my opinion, that future chastisements are in 
some degree probable, than as a conclusive argument. 
We will now, with your leave, endeavor to discover, 
whether my former opinion, that future punishments 
are among possible events, may not be true, though the 
argument may be wrong. 








* Our correspondent here Jabors under a wistake in | 
attributing to the Rev. Mr. Ballou, the favorable notice 
of his work—it was an editorial article. 

t Of your Treatise on the Alonement, 1 am incom- 
petent to give an opinion, having never had the pleas- 
ure of perusing it. 





i gence, 


You have not attempted to controvert what I have 
said of the practical force of a belief in the possibility 


great. It is an observation of the sagacious Mr. Hume, 
that good and evil, considered as barely possible, when 
of sufficient magnitude, may excite hope or fear. But 
Dr. Hartly, in lis essays on man, appears to have goue 
too far, in asserting, that a future, limited punishment, 
may be conceived to be sw great, as to be practically 
I think it must be granted, that the practical 
effect of a future evil, depends partly, at least, on its 
probability, as apprehended by the mind. 

Before we proceed further, it may be suitable to take 
some notiee of an assertion which we often hear: name- 
ly, ‘“* If punishments in another world exist, they would 
have been so clearly revealed in the scriptures, that no 
person conld mistake their application.* That the 
truth of this assertion admits of some doubt, may appear 
from the consideration of the miseries of the present 
life. What numbers has God, in his providence, given 
occasion to exclaim, ** My earthly prosperity bas been 
destroyed for lack of knowledge! Why was I not fore- 
warned of the fatal consequences of my vices! O that| 
had | known, in due time, the things that make for my | 
peace! but they were hidden from mire eyes!” Al- 
lowing it, consequently, to have been proved, conclu- 
sively, that all the denunciations of the sacred writers 
have their termination on this side the grave ; still with- 
out positive proof to the contrary, there must remain, 
in my opinion, some degree of probability, that human 
sufferings do not terminate at death. 

The proposition introducing the passage which you | 
consider liable to objection, you will recollect, is the | 
following: ‘* There is at least a possibility, even from | 
the mere light of nature, that human sufferings extend 
beyond the grave.” The truth of this opinion, you 
have not disputed. Indeed it appears incontrovertible, 
that the powers of reason, unassisted by a revelation 
from heaven, cannot arrive at absolute certainty on this 
subject. The first proposition om which you have made 
any particular remarks, is the wext in order to that al- 
ready cited. It is the following : 

** The contrary, it must be conceded, is no where 
advanced in the inspired writings.”’*t Had it been con- 
sistent with my design, it would evidently have been 














existence of punishments in the worid to come, can be 
inferred, conelusively, from the bible. But you pro- 
ceed to say, ‘* That this remark falls infinitely short of 
your subject, is most apparent.” | answer: that the 
remark to which you reier, is not commensurate with 
the whole extent and importance of the subject, is very 
It was introduced, not as a conclusive argu- 
went, but merely as having some weight, After inquir- 
ing whether every thing is ** a fact, respecting a future 
state, which is not spoken of in the jiuspired writings,” | 
(to which I answer in the negative,) your words are | 
these: ** We are not certified, m direct terms, that ‘‘a- 
doltery, fornication, uncleanness, lasciviousness, idola- 
try, witchcraft, hatred, emulation, wrath, strife, sedi- 
tions, heresies, envyings, murders, drunkenness, revel- 
lings, and such like,” will not be renewed in the world 
of spirits; but would you be willing to allow that as the 
inspired writings no where say that these will uot ex-| 
ist in the world of spirits, that they therefore will exist 
and. be practised there?” In reply to this interro- 
gation, | freely confess that [should not. No, my good 
sir—I1 should require something wore than negative evi- | 





Bot again you inquire; ** Will you reply, and say : | 
all these, the apostle call: the fruits of the flesh; but as 
the flesh will not exist in the world of spirits, so of 
course, these fruits cannot be produced where the tree 
which bears them, cannot grow? But if you say this, 
you will perceive the reasonableness of the inguiry 
which demands the necessity of reue wing chastisements 
and sufferings in a stale where crimes can never be 

* The assumption here is, that there may be danger 
of too little fear. 

+ It is assumed, in this proposition, that there may be | 
danger of too much fear. 





committed.’? Ans. I will not undertake to affirm, that 
those works which are not figuratively, but lilerally, 
the fruits of the flesh, will exist in the werld of spirits. 
But the question, you will observe, is not, what the 
scriptures call the works of the flesh, but what are ac- 
tually those pleasures and pains, which, from the struc- 
ture of the human system, must cease at death. That 
the word flesh is sometimes used figuratively, in the bi- 
ble, to signify the whole man, including body and spir- 
it, bas been acknowledged. ‘Thus: All flesh shall see 
the salvation of God—All flesh shall see together. If 
perception and judgment are works of the flesh, what 
are the works of the spirit? That this figurative use of 
the word flesh, is perfectly agreeable to the usual cus- 
tom of language, by which a part is put for the whole, 
it is almost superfluous to remark: as, the wares, for 
the sea—the head, for the man. But here a question 
naturally occurs: If the malevolent affections may ex- 
ist, after the connection, between the body and the 
spirit is dissolved, why should such feelings, in common 
language, be ascribed to the body, rather than the con- 
trary affections, or the exercises of the understanding ? 
The reason appears to be, that all the affections, and all 
the exertions of the understanding, (not to mention our 
other thoughts,) are attended with corresponding states 
of the body: but these states of the body are more per- 
ceptible, during the excercise of the affections; espe- 
cially, if they are of the malignant class, from the obvi- 
ous, and peculiar tendency of such disorderly feelings, 
to violence and excess. In confirmation of the reason 
just assigned, it may be observed, that the sacred wri- 
ters never cal] unbelief a work of the flesh. As we 
have seen, therefore, that not only the malignant fcel- 
ings, but the benevolent affections, have their corres- 
ponding states of the body; I would inquire: admit- 
ling that the spirit, when separated from the body, re- 
tains, or possesses any of the propensities to good, ex- 
hibited, while in its state of union, what argument can 
be drawn, mercly from the known properties of the hu- 
man system, to prove, that it does not also possess pro- 
pensities to evil? if you answer, that the departed 
spirit exists in a state of insensibility, till its resurrec- 
tion; and that, in consequence, whatever its propensi- 
ty may be, it is not manifested, in any actual trans- 
gression: you will perceive the propriety of supporting 
such an assertion, by suitable evidence. If departed 
spirits have acquired nothing from their union with the 
body, (which seems to be hardly supposable,) what nat- 
tural reason can be assigned, to show why one should 
have pert in the first resurreetion, in preference to 
another? I would uot be understood to affirm, that all 
those sins which the scriptures call works of the flesh, 
are not properly so denominated ; but only to show, that 
there may be room fordoubt, I presume, sir, you are 
not of that sect of philosophers, who have undertaken, 
gratuitously, to endow their species with a plurality of 
souls—some of them immortal—others like the spirit of 
the brute, which they suppose to become extiuct at 
death, Is it not evident that brotes possess a principle 
which renders them susceptible of pleasure and pain? 
If so, why should not this principle be as immortal in 
its nature as the human sou)? Can there be a doubt, 
that many animals of the brute creation, suffer much 
more, iu the course of their lives, than they enjoy ?— 
How can such be compensated for the overplus of pain, 
if they become wholly extinct at death? And how can 
we reconcile the want of such a compensation with the 
character of God?) Were | attempting to prove, that 
the departed spirit sleeps till the resurrection, I should 
say, it is remarkable, that Lazarus, and the rest of those 
whom our Saviour and bis disciples raised from the 
dead, brought no intelligence, as we can learn, from the 
regions they had visited) ButI should have to ac- 
knowledge, that our Lord said, verily I say unto thee, 
to-day shalt thou be with me in paradise. See Psal 

ixv 17. 

You continne your letter, by saying, “1 am utterly 
unable, sir, to see the least propriety in supposing there 
will be punishment for sin, m a state where sin will 
never exist.” Answer. Where, my friend, is the 
proof, that sufferings can hve no existence in the eter- 
nal world, unless crimes are committed there? For 
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‘cient unto the day is the evil thereof.” 
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the solution of this question, we must inquire what it is 
that constitutes a moral agent, or rather, in what cases 
our moral agency is lost. Madmen are acknowledged 
by the laws of all nations, as well as by general con- 
sent, not to possess moral agency—in other words, to 
be incapable of sin, in the sight either of God or man. 
Now, between madness and dreams, there is a very 
close resemblance. In both cases, the train of thought 
ceases to be regulated by the will, and is characterised 
by the absence of that voluntary power, which is neces- 
sary to form a moral agent. If death isa state of sleep, 
then, 

‘*In that sleep of death, what dreams may come, 

When we have shuffled off this mortal coil, 

Must give us pause.”’ 

1 would just remind you, that dreams are sometimes 
distressful. And you will not, | think, pronounce deci- 
sively, that such distress can be of no use. ‘* For God 
speaketh once, yea twice, yet man perceiveth it not. 
In a dream, in a vision of the night, when deep sleep 
falleth upon men, in slumberings upon the bed: Then 
he openeth the ears of men, and sealeth their instrue- 
tion. ‘That he may withdraw man from his purpose, 
and hide pride from man.” It may not be amiss to no- 
tice, that physicians often resort to painful remedies, 
for the cure of insanity. We may now, perhaps, con- 
ceive the possibility of salutary affliction, in a state 
where sin does not exist. 

‘© To all appearance,” I have said, in the passage on 





which you have favored me with your opinion, ‘* chas- | 


tisements do not always, in the present world, com- 
plete their benevolent design.’’ It seems that I have 
gone too far in this proposition. But how much too far, 
1 must confess, I cannot now precisely determine. 

** Our blessed Saviour,’’ you observe, ** has said, suffi- 
In answer, | 
would also observe, that a pious apostle has likewise 
said, ** He that provideth not for his own household, 
hath denied the faith, and is worse than an infidel.” 

The only remaining part of your kind letter, which 
seems to require a particulur reply, isthe follow- 
ing. **St. Paul says, Rom. vii 7, ‘* For he that 
is dead, is freed fromsin.”? With this scripture declara- 
tion before us, can we say that men will be sinners ina 
fature state? Ifnot, what use will chastisement serve?” 
Answer. Aftér the most careful, and repeated exami- 
nation of the passages, ** For he that is dead, is freed 
from sin,” and taking into view the connexion, and the 
paralle] texts; it appears most probable to me, that the 
apostle, in this place, speaks not of natura) death, as 
you conceive, but of that deadness to sin, of which he 
has spoken in the second verse. I admit, that to sup- 
pose this death to be moral, seems to make the latter 
part of the text but a repetition of the former: as if it 
had been said, For he that is dead to sin, is freed from 
To this objection, however, the second verse of 
the chapter, in which the apostle interrogates, ‘* How 
shall we that are dead to sin live any longer therein,” 
is equally exposed. In 1 Peter iv 1, we havea passage 
so extremely similar to that which you have produced, 
as to afford strong evidence, that the meaning of both 
is the same, It is this: ** For he that hath suffered in 
the flesh, hath ceased from ein.”? But the connexion 
puts it beyond doubt, that the suffering here noticed, 
is not natural death. To the interrogation concluding 
the last extfact from your letter, it is unnecessary again 
to reply. 

| would pow beg leave to submit to your considera- 
tion, the principal texts, (as far as | can judge,) that 
are objections to the limitation of punishments to the 
present state.* Ofthe whole amount of evidence which 
the prophecies afford, in support of universal redemp- 
tion, | confess myself incompetent, at present, to form 
am opinion. 
them, seem to have verified an observation of Sir Isaac 


vil. 





* Considered as objecticns merely to final restoralion, 
these texts are easily answered ; because there is suffi- 
cicnt proof, that no punishment can be eternal, 


The recent attempts to explain some of 
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Newton, that it isa property of these writings, not to 
be understood, til] the last ages.” 

Objection 1. And (having made peace through the 
blood of his cross) by him to reconcile al] things to him- 
self, by him, I say, whether they be things in earth, or 
things in heaven. Col. i 20. What things in heaven 
are unreconciled toGod? If they are only inanimate 
things, the same may be said of the things to be recon- 
ciled in earth. ButI can perceive no reason for sup- 
posing that such a figurative reconciliation was meant. 
According to the analogy of scripture, those who are 
not reconciled to God, must be in a state, not of neu- 
trality, but of positive enmity, and consequently of sin. 


MAGAZINE. 


flesh and blood, who are these unreconciled persons in 
| heaven? 

2. And behold they cried out, saying, ** What have 
we to do with thee, Jesus, thou Son of God, art thou 
come to torment us before the time,’”? Mat. viii 29.— 
Who were those, that appeared, by this exclamation, 
to know more of the character of our Saviour, than the 
whole Jewish pation? Can it be supposed, that the 
knowledge possessed by these demoniacs, was not 
equally supernatural with that which our Lord ascrib- 
ed to Peter, when he said, ** Rabbi, thou art the Son 
of God?’ Our Saviour has said, take heed that ye de- 
spise not one of these little ones; for] say unto you, 
that in heaven their angels do always behold the face 
{of my Father which is in heaven. Mat. xviii 10. 





May 

not the true meaning be: in heaven, the disembodied 
| spirits of infants do always behold the face of God?— 
As the demoniacs were not deceived in the character 
of our Lord, there is the less reason to suppose they 
were deceived with regard to the torments of which 
they spoke. 1! would respectfully submit to your con- 
sideration, whether these torments can be referred to 
the destruction of Jerusalem. 

3. For if God spared not the angels that sinned, but 
cast them down to hell, and delivered them into chains 
of darkness, to be reserved unto judgment, &c. 2 Pet. 
ii4, And the ange!s which kept not their first estate, 
but left their own habitation, he hath reserved in ever- 
Jasting chains under darkness, unto the judgment of 
the great day. Jude 6. If there exists any demons, be- 
sides those of the human species, there must be a pro- 
bable analogy between their constitutions, and those of 
departed spirits. For this reason, since the constitu- 
tion of the former does not render them incapable of 
sin, there is some probability that this is also true of the 
latter. 

4. And whosoever shall not receive you, nor hear 
your words; when ye depart out of that city, shake off 
the dust of your feet. Verily I say unto you, it shall 
be more tolerable for the land of Sodom and Gomor- 
rah in the day of judgment, than for that city. Mat. x 
15. Our Saviour has informed us, that the same day 
that Lot went out of Sodom, it rained fire and brim- 
stone from heaven, and destroyed themall. The word 
tolerable, in strict propriety of speech, appears, in this 
connexion, to denote a state of positive suffering. The 
most natural construction, consequently, would seem 
to be, that Sodom was to be judged, and condemned to 
punishment, in another world. 

5. And fear not them which kill the body, but are 
not able to kill the soul: but rather fear him which is 
able to destroy both soul and body in hell. Mat. x 28. 
And I say unto you, my friends, be not afraid of them 
that kill the body, and after that, have no more that 
they can do. But! wil) forewarn you whom you shall 
fear: fear him which, after he bath killed, hath power 
to cast into hell; yea, ] say unto you, fear him. Luke 
xii4d 5. Were I to attempt to explain this passage ac- 
cording to your sentiments, | should proceed thus.— 
“ After he hath killed,” means after he hath crucified 
us with Christ, that we should no longer live to the lusts 
ofthe flesh. “Fear him who is able to destroy both 
soul and bodyin hell, This destruction of the soul in 
Hel, is what the bible calls the second death ; which as 








But if men do not commit sin, after they are divested of 
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you appear to have proved, is an apostacy, (in the pre- 
sent state,) with its attendant miseries, By the de- 
struction of the body in hell, we are to understand, all 
those bodily sufferings, which accompany the second 
death, and have their consummation in the dissolution 
of the mortal frame. 

I must confess, however, that this explanation does 
not fully satisfy me. 

As we have here a clear intimation, that God is to be 
feared for certain judgments; you will acknowledge it 
to be necessary, in order to remove the formidable ob- 
jection presented by this text, to prove, either, first, 
that these judgments are limited to the present state; 
or, secondly, admitting that they are not thus limited, 
to prove that God is to be feared for what he never did. 
nor ever will perform—which in my upprehension is ab- 
surd. 








Till it can be fully established, therefore, that 
the expression, ‘Saflerhe hath killed,” does not mean. 
after he hath killed the body, this passage will afford, in 
my opinion, an additional reason, for considering future 
sufferings in some degree probable. 

To conclude—as you appear to invite me to a more 
full disclosure of my views respecting punishments, and 
it is uncumbent on me to offer some apolocy for what 
you have thought objectionable, it seemed impossible to 
comply with your wishes, without protracting this jet- 
ter to an unusual Jength. You will perceive that } 
have avoided founding an argument on any hypoth 
respecting the divine justice, the demerit of sin, the 
process of regeneration, or the nature of Christ, or or 
the atonement ; as those who believe in the salvation 
of all men, are divided on these subjects, on some 
which, I have yet to make further inquiries, At pre- 
sent, Ido not perceive that correct views on thi. 
points, necessarily involve the limitation of punishmen: 
for which you contend. Though | endeavor to be i: 
fluenced by nothing but truth, in religions inquirie- , 
yet, to confess the truth, | should be delighted with the 
prospect of becoming a convert lo your views of puu- 
ishment. Should such an event ever take now’ 
know of none so likely to effect it, as yourself, 


L 


With great respect, ] am, dear sir, your friend and 
humble servant. ae 
Rey. Mr. Ballou. 
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Mr. Editor,—In writing on the subject of a future 
state of punishment, | hope to express myself so as not 
to offend a Christian Universalist. I was sorry to 
observe that the writer who subscribes by thac appella- 
tion, was a little piqued at something in my last com- 
munication. He jeers at my use of the words, candid 
and fair ; intimates that he will not attempt to support 
the idea of a future state of punishment, on any grounds, 
with me, &c. &c. Now, I had barely suggested the 
propriety of his taking to himself such rules as he had 
made for his opponents ; and surely, one who assumes 
the title of ** Christian Universalist,” to distinguish 
himself from other Universalists, ought not to be dis- 
pleasee at such a enggestion, My object in offering it, 
was to lead him to discover that it was altogether arbi- 
trary to restrict his opponents to those rules ; for I ap- 
prebended that he would be unwilling, on reflection, 
to receive them himself, and would accordingly perceive 
the impropriety of proposing them for others. 

} would now submit a request that ** Christian Uni- 
versalist”? would produce those passages of scripture 
which, in his opinion, prove that there is a state of pun- 
isiment after death. If there be passages which prove 
this, they may be readily produced, and so the whole 
case will be decided ; for the question agitated between 
Universalists, is whether the scriplures (tach the doctrine 


of a stule of punishment afier death. Some of theia 


think that there are, in the bible, only threatenings of 
punishment in this life; and others think that some 


threatenings extend into a future state of existence. 
Betere 
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FOR THE UNIVERSALIST MAGAZINE, 


REPLY TO REASON. 





Sir,—It is my humble opinion that what you have | 


written, in reply to my letter to the author of a late 
publication, entitled ** Finan ResToRAtion DEMON- 
STRATED,”’ &c, is not, in all respects, of a character 
which is consistent with REAson. You seem to signi- 
fy that my letter was not couched in Janguage of de- 





appear to be *“‘ unfortunately ignorant.” And add, that 
‘* there are hundreds of authors who have attempted to 
prove that many live and die in sin, remain in sip, and 
will rise to the resurrection of damnation.”? Now, sir, 
as it becomes REASoN to have compassion on the igno- 
rant, | humbly request you to quote from one half the 
number of authors, which you here set down, in your 


| communication, cver so short passages, where they evi- 


dently intended to prove that men will continue to 


cent respect; but I do not believe that there is any ; commit sin in a future state for which they will then 
such deficiency in my communication, if inspected with | and there be punished ; but not everlasiingly or to all 


acandid eye, such as reason always uses. 
would surely be generous enough to allow the most fa- 
vorable construction to be the true intent of the author; 
but it appears to me, that you have departed from this 
rule, and indulged in framing constroctions widcly dif- 
ferent from the most favorable. Having thus, as ] 
think, departed from the pure dictates of reason, you 
proceed to write in a style, which certainly indicates an 
unpleasant temper, if not an unfriendly heart. This, 
‘ir, | am persuaded, is not consistent with reason. 
Reason surely dictates that when a writer appears in 
public, with his name and profession, he should not be- 
come the subject of resentment and treated in an un- 
kind manner by a fictitious name. Nor does it seem 
altogether reasonable, that one, who would not be wil- 
jing to have his name come before the public with his 
writings, shonld present himself in the character of an 
offended person, on account of what was written to 
another, until it should be known, that the latter con- 
sidered himself injured, and stood in need of assistance. 


li is believed, that the author, whom I addressed, at! 


which address you appear to be offended, is fully com- 
petent to jadge of the character of my communication, 
and also to do justice to my remarks, and if so, reason 
would conelude that there was no occasion of any thing 
‘ikke asperity froma third person. Respecting what | 
«-teem the exceptionable character of your communi- 
cation, | will here add no more; but pass to notice 
some of your remarks in particular. 

The first which | shall notice, is what you say re- 
specting the failure of chastisements in producing their 
teuevolent designs in this life. You disallow the pro- 
priety of inquiring any thing concerning the spirit after 
it has left the body, in relation to the question, wheth- 
‘r to all appearance the chastisement had produeed its 
cesired effects, so as not to render it necessary to re- 
new punishment in a future state. But how is it possi- 
ble to satisfy the eye of reason that a subject is not 
sufficiently punished, unless reason can have the sub- 
ject to examine? ‘‘ To allappearance.”? These words, 
sir, | noticed particularly, because I thought them used 
in too loose a way; and I think so now. You think 
that the ‘continuance of unsubdued passions and uncor- 
rected vices to the close of life’? are appearances which 
prove that chastisements do not complete their benevo- 
Jent designs in this life. But, sir, what does reason say 
on this subject? To me it replies; before I can judge 
of this question, | must be informed what these clias- 
tisements were designed for. If they were partly de- 
signed as a warning to others to avoid those practices 
which were visited with such miseries, so far their pur- 
pose may be effected without their being renewed here- 
after. If the administered punishment was designed to 
put a stop to the practice of vice, it evidently accom- 
plishes this design by the death of the subject. Now to 
all appearance these ends are fully answered. But if 
these chastisements were administered for the purpose 
of preparing the subject for the enjoyment of any privi- 
Jeges in another state of existence, then in order to be 
satisfied, from appearances, that they had not accom- 
plished their design, it is necessary to examine the sub- 
ject in that state. 

2. Because | complain, that the advocates of future 
punishment direct their arguments to prove that such 
punishment wiil be inflicted, in room of endeavoring to 
show that man wil] sin in the future state, whereby this 
punishment shall be rendered necessary, you think | 


Reason | eternity. 








So much, sir, } am authorized to ask in re- 
ference to your large statement. And then I will in- 
form you that when I spake, on this subject, in my let- 
ter, which you 
I had reference 


have noticed, J] gave no intimation that 
to who have written on these 
points in former periods of the church. 

You say that you were amazed because | spoke of 
the future world, as an unknown world. Ifyou were 
amazed | can hirdly think you were in the due exercise 
of REASON. As amazed as any one may be at my ig- 
norance of a future state, | have no pride in pretend- 
ing to know that of which | am totally ignorant. My 
dear sir, after all that has been said by our doctors of 
divinity on the subject of a future state, reason will ac- 
knowledge that they have no more knowledge concern- 
ing its particulars than an infant child. No, they do 
not know for certainty that man will exist in another 
state. Iam happy to believe in the doctrine of the 
scriptures, and to hope for immortality beyond the 
grave; but as to any knowledge concerning that 
state [have none. You say further; ** Notwithstand- 
ing al! this dreadful ignorance, you affirm, that ‘sin 
wili never exist in a future state.’ °’ Sir, did I affirm 
this? Did reason dictate you to make this assertion? 
1 am sorry you have said this; for though I know not 
who you are, | regret that any one should take such 
liberty. Should you write again, we may expect some- 
thing on the subject of the emmora! tendency of the doc- 
trine which you oppose ! 

If you understood me to quote the words of Christ; 


those 


** sufficient unto the day is the evil thereof,’ as proof 


that ‘all men suffer enough’in this world, not to de- 
serve any in a future state,’ you understood me not ac- 
cording to the dictates of reason. Reason, sir, would 
at once see that this was only an accommodation of a 
passage; and that it was not designed as embracing 
the subject on which the blessed Saviour was speaking. 
All that a candid mind could have seen in this caze is 
this; As Jesus said in another case, ** sufficient unto 
the day is the evil thereof,” so we may say in the one 
under consideration. 

You at once condemn the use which I made of Rom. 
vi 7, “* For he that is dead is freed from sin,” and say 
that the meaning of the passage is; ** the dead unto 
sin are freed from sin.”? In reply, permit me to say, 
that lam satisfied that many reputable divines will 


}agree with you in this text, and be opposed to my opin- 
:.on; but after all | am honestly of the opinion which I 
j have endeavored to support by the use of this passage, 


and honestly believe that the text can fairly bear no 
other construction. Let us examine this passage, that 
we may come atits true sense. The chapter begins 
thus; ** What shall | say then? Shall we continue in 
sin that grace may abound? God forbid. How shal] 
we that are dead to sin live any longer therein?” Now 
let us be careful to understand how the apostle makes 
out that he and his brethren were dead tosin. He 
adds; ** Know ye not, that so many of us as were bap- 
tised into Jesus Christ were baptised into his death?” 
What death does the apostle mean here? 1 believe all 
will ullow that he meant the death of his body. **There- 
fore we are buried with him by baptism into death ; 
that like as Christ was raised up from the dead by the 
glory of the Father, even so we also should walk in 
newness of life.’ There can be no doubt that the 
apostle here spake of the resurrection of Christ from the 
death of the body. All this being granted, it is seen at 


once, what is meant by being dead to sin, It was the 
being baptised, by faith, into the real death and resur- 
rection of Jesus Christ. Butif that state of being which 
Jesus, by his resurrection, brought to light and mani- 
fested, be a sinful state, there could be no good reason 
why the apostle should argue that those, who were bap- 
tised into the death of Jesus were dead unto sin. Look 
at the 10th verse: ‘** For in that he died, he died unto 
sin once: but in that he liveth, he liveth unto God.” 
How did Jesus die unto sin? In his flesh he was 
tempted in all points, Jike unto his brethren, because he 
had such a body, and such a natural constitution es we 
all have ; but when he was dead, it is believed that he 
was not in a condition to hetempted. And it is further 
believed that in his resurrection state he was not in a 
condition to be tempted; or to suffer from the hands of 
sinners. He therefore, in that he died, died unto sin ; 
but in that he liveth, he liveth unto God. If it were 
clear to the eye of REASON, thata dead man can be 
tempted and led into sin, 1 humbly conceive that 5t 
Paul’s meaning would bevery obscure where he says 
‘* For he that is dead is freed from sin.” AndI further 
more conceive that it is very far from St. Paul's usna’ 
mode of reasoning to say, that he that is dead to sin i 
freed from sin; for this is nothing more than to say 
that he which is dead to sin is dead to sin, which is say- 
ing, in reality, nothing. 

You say that | attempted te prove ihat ‘ adultery, 
fornication, and several other pretty words and deeds 
will, not only, not exist, or be practiced there, (in a 
future world) but that the principle, or even the con- 
sciousness of sin will never exist there.’’ In this 
instance, sir, |] would hope you made a mistake. Yo 
can find no argument of mine to these several] particu 
lars. I do not pretend to say that David, king of Is 
rael, is now unconscious, that he was once an adulter- 
er, and that he combined murder with the crime; nor 
do I contend that Paul is now unconscious that he was 
once a bloody persecutor of the saints ; but I quoted a 
passage from St. Paul to remind you, that such crimes 
are the fruits of the flesh; and | conceive that reason 
would have led you to understand, that in crder for 
these fruits to be produced in a future world, the tree 
which bears them must flourish there. 

Sir, being a sincere friend to all mankind, I am yours 
truly in the gospel of our Lord. H. B, 


aD | a 
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Mr. Editor,—I] must say that the remarks of ‘ Zsop,’ 
which appeared in the last number of the Magazine, iv 
answer to my communication * to him and your readers,” 
on the subject of his ‘ question,’ are as destitute of 
christian sobriety and candor, as the reasonings accon.- 
panying his ‘ question,’ were of support, from scripture 
or reason. 

But he thinks he has a right ‘to ask a simple ques- 
tion, without accompanying it with biblical proof of the 
sentiment it purports to favor; to which I reply, and 
say, that a simple question purports to favor no senti- 
ment. If the author accompanies his question with a di- 
rect, or indirect expression of his own sentiments and 
reasonings, to support them, then it ceases to be a ‘ sim- 
ple question,’ and he has no right to institute and em- 
ploy reasoning, to support, or purporting to support any 
religious sentiments, without founding those reasons on 
bible authority; for if we neglect this eri/erion, we 
shall be constantly subject to evi] communications 
whieh corrupt, both, good sentiments, and good man- 
ners. He also complains, that to his ‘great disap- 
pointment.’ he finds no answer at all to bis question. 
Was he so unreasonable as to expect a specific answer ?¢ 
Suppose the guestion had been answered in opposition 
to the sentiments supported by his reasoning ; then he 
would have said the reasoning was not an»wered, or 
perhaps could not be. It was reasonable, thercfors,. 
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that the sentiments involved in his reasoning should be 
stated with their tendency, and he be called on to sup- 
port them by scripture, or give them up; and this, I 
think, as sufficiently done in my communication to 
him. In answer to which, he says, “ this is a kind of 
etiquette with which I am unacquainted ;’—And then 
adds that he hopes he shal] be excused (for not sup- 
porting, or attempting to support his sentiments by the 
bible) on the ground that he lives ‘* far back in the 
country.” This is trifling on serious subjects, in a man- 
ner that will not fail to surprise and wound every— 
CHRISTIAN UNIVERSALIST. 
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FUTURE PUNISHMENT.—WNo. 2. 


In discussing this subject, [ shall confine myself to 


2 Cor. v 10, ** For we must all appear before tie judg- into endiess misery. God may do what he will with 


‘ment seat of Christ, that every one may receive the his own. 


: , ; ; | Unt. Do you not represent God as a partial being > 
rf ) i e ne tI , J ‘ * . s hs.) 
. things, done in his body, according to that he ha ”| We read that the wisdom, which is from above, is with- 


done, whether it be good or bad.” Heb. vi 2, OF) one partiality. Can a God of love, hate the work of 
.the doetrine of baptisms, and of Jaying on of hands, | his own hands? 

‘and of the resurrection of the dead, and of e/ernal judg-| Cal. God is a Sovereign. He may make a creature 
ment.” Heb. ix 27, “It is appointed unto men once wicked and miserable to all eternity. He may save 
to die, but after this the judgment.’? Jude 6th verse, one and damn another. Yea, so he decreed before he 


” . brought sinners into existence. This is true as 1 hope 
'* And the angels which kept not their first estate, but in ben oneal P 


| left their own habitation, he hath reserved in everlast-| (3, Do we not read, that God will have all men to 
ing chains, under darkness unto the judgment of the be saved? And that he doeth his will in the army of 
great day.” Mat. x15, “ Verily I say unto you, it heaven, and among the inhabitants ofthe earth? That 


shall be more tolerable for the land of Sodom and Ge- '* bas no pleasure in the death of the icked? And 
that he doth all his pleasure? 


morrah, in the day of judgment than for that city.”’— Cal. But sinners will not repent and believe the gos- 
From aconsideration of these, as well as numerous ofher nel. They will not come to Christ that they may ciel 
passages of scripture, itis apparent, to my mind at least, life. God may therefore leave whom he pleases, and 
that a day of judgment is appointed by Almighty o d. | tuke whom he will. 

If then a day of judgment ts appointed, it can be for | Unt. Now sir, do you not think that the devil is 





no other purpose than to reward and punish. For, pleased with your doctrine? He learns from you, that 


the proofs exhibited in its favor which are to be found |‘ there is nothing covered which shall not be revealed 
in the New Testament. There can be no doubt but! and hid that shall not be known.» Some remarks, re- 
what passages may be selected from the inspired writings, ‘lative to the destruction of the city of Jerusalem, as 
which, when considered in an abstract point of view,’ eonnected with the end of the world, will appear in a 
JUSTITIA. 


|God has decreed that he will give bim a large part of 


>! mankind to torment in darkness and fire as long as God 


exists. Mustit not gratify a malevolent being to think 
that the God of heaven will so espouse his cause? That 
he has such an almighty confederate, engaged to create 
souls, not to serve their Maker, but to serve his enemy ? 


will be favorable to the idea of no future punishment— | future communication. 


and of a limited future punishment, and perhaps of e/er- 
nal punishment. From this same volume of holy writ, 
sentences, and even paragraphs, may be culled, which 
will be favorable to the almost innumerable sects of 
christians, and the many theories and systems of reli- 
gion extant in the world. But the question is, whether 
the general tenor of the sacred wrilings, establish the 
fact, that futore punishment is an unreasonab!+ and ir- 
reconcilable doctrine. In order to ascertain, ‘* what is 
truth,” on this subject, we must canvass the pages of 
inspiration with an unbiassed and impartial mind. We 
must deliberately, and dispassiopately read from AJpba 
to Omega, and endeavor to ascertain what is the gen- 
eral tenor and spirit of the doctrine which is revealed 
from heaven, for the happiness and salvation of man.— 
Independent of the proofs, however of the gospel, the 
inference may be correctly drawn in favor of future 
punishment, from the unequal distributions and rewards 
ef Providence in the present life. Vice often triumphs 
over the virtuous and innocent, and the most deserving, 
are often the most unfortunate in society. But as I in- 
tend to draw my arguments principally from holy writ, 
1 will not here introduce any philosophical reasoning on 
the subject. ; 

The first position necessary to be proved, in order to 
substantiate the doctrine | have espoused, is, to demon- 


strate the fact of a day of judgment or final retribution. | eer it 
| God's book to the unconverted. Yet satan would! convert them all in bis own time. 


This I think can be distinctly and unequivoeally prov- 
ed from numerous passages in the writings of our Sa- 
viour, as wel] as his apostles. 

It appears evident both from reason and from scrip- 
ture that evil, or sin, is permitted by Deity to exercise 
our virtue and train us up for a higher and happier 
scene of existence. Were there no vice there could be 
no virtue. There would be nothing to try men by.— 
There appears to be a general invitation in the gospel 
of our Saviour to follow the ways—and walk in the 
paths of righteousness—and if we thus comply with his 
requirements he will rewards us accordingly :—but on 
the other hand, if we “set at nought his counsel,” and 
“do iniquity ;” if we are ‘* contentious, and do not 
obey the truth, but obey unrighteousness, our reward 
will be indignation and wrath, tribuijation, and anguish 
upon every soul that doeth evil.*’ It will not be neces- 
sary, [ apprehend,to introduce every passage in the New 
Testament, which intimates, or relates to a final judg- 
ment—to prove the validity of my doctrine. But lest 
the opponents to my theory should imagine that | am 
unable to introduce passages from the gospel to support 
and confirm the idea! will submit a fewsout of the 
many, which read, as follows. Acts xxiv 25, ‘And as 
he reasoned of righteousness, temperance, and judg- 
ment fo come, Felix trembled.” Rom. xiv 10, ** For 
we shall ali stamd before the judgment seat of Christ.” 


That he will not enable his beloved Son Jesus Christ, 
(who tasted death for erery man, and gave his life a 
ransom for all,) to rescue souls for whom be bled, suf- 
| fered and died? If any thing can please satan, what 
|more likely than your doctrine? Which now locks 
}most godlike, your doctrine or mine? 
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A CONVERSATION, 
| Cal. So the orthodox believe. Can you suppose 


Between a Calvinist and a WVniversalist. ; : 
ithat so many learned, pions men, were niistaken ?— 
Cal. Well friend ! how do you get along with your, Those who claims to be the he st christians in our land, 
doctrine ? | believe in the Calvinistic doctrine. 1] fear you are de- 
Uni. Oh! much as usual. I think the more I read! ceived. I think it is the safest way to follow the mul- 
the bible, and understand it consistently, and meditate titude, who have been orthodox, and no doubt have 

upon the subject, the more convinced | ain that it is gone to heaven. 
true. |} Uni. Have the multitude always been in the right 
Cal. Oh dreadful J a strange delusion fa devilish } way? Might not the same plea have been made against 
doctrine | fear. | Luther and Calvin, by the multitude of the Papists ?— 
Uni. 1] am sorry to hear you say so. I think you do! Micht not the same plea have been made #gainst our 

J 7 , Vad I 

not understand it ; or you do not know what manner! forefathers, by the multitude of professed ciristians of 
of spirit you are of. Why do you call it a devilish doc- | the established religion in Fngland? Yes, might not as 


trine. | good a plea have been made against Jesus Christ and 


Cal. Because, I think it pleases the devil: it is what | his apostles, by the self-righteous, scribes, pharisees and 


‘he wishes mankind to believe. It came from him. It | by pocrites ? They thought themselves righteous, the 


is contrary to the bible. 
Uni. How so? Did the devil teach that the seed of | spised others. 

the woman should bruise the serpent’s head? Did he | Cal. Sinners, reprobates, and heirs of hell: ought to 

teach that himself should be destroyed, with all his | be despised and hated by all good men, for God bates 

works? [| should think if this was his doctrine, he was | them, and we may imitate God. 

divided against himself. Uni. Were you not a sinner, and an heir of hell be- 
Cal. No. I do not believe that the devil teaches | fore you were converted into a saint? If God bated 

any such doctrine. But he wishes mankind to hope, | you, why did he ever convert you ? 

that God will have merey on them, though they are| Cal. God loves the elect, whom he choose in Christ 

now, in an unconverted state. There is no promise in|hefore the foundation of the world, therefore he will 


| favorites of God, and heirs of salvation, while they de- 





make them think, that they shall be converted and Uni. ‘Then God loves some, while they are uncon- 
saved, verted. Why should he love one unconverted person 
Uni. Well sir, is it not the duty of sinners to hope in| more than another? Certainly they are altogether 
God's mercy? What cana sinner hope in, if not in| wicked, according to your system. Just now you said 
the mercy of God through Christ? Did you not hope | God hated all sinners. 
that God would have mercy upon you, before you was| Cal. | said that God hated reprobate sinners ; |] did 
converted ? not say that he hated elect sinners. 
Cal Tobe sure! did. But it wasa false hope. I} Uni. What is the difference between them? You 
had to give it up before I was converted. hold they are both totally depraved; that all the un- 
Uni. What did you hope in then? converted do, is sin. Why does God love one totally 
Cal. | had no hope. 1| expected to go to hell. depraved sinner more than another? 
Uni. Did you ever find mercy with God? Cal. God loves the elect, while dead in sin, with pi- 
Cal. Yes, | trust Phave. I trust that God has con-|ty and good will, though he hates their character. He 
verted my soul, can have no complacency in sinful beings. But in his 
Uni, Vhen what you hoped for before yon was con- | goodness and pity he converts them. 
verted has taken place. Your unconverted hope in-| Uni. But does not God love all his sinful creatures 
stead of proving false has proved true. And your/ with pity and good will? 
doubting and despair, did not prevent the mercy of} Cal. | grant that he does. 
God reaching you. Uni. Why will not the pity and good will of God 
Cal, Trne. But you believe that God will have|convert every sinner, whom he thus loves as well as 
mercy upon all men, and convertthem. This, I think | one? 
is talse doctrine. Cal. We must not search into secret things. God 
Uni. If one sinner may find mercy, why not another? | has declared that the wicked shall be turned into hell. 
Cal. | hope, | have repented. If a wicked man re-| That is enough for us to know. 
pents he shall be forgiven. Uni, My friend, if you know no more than this you 
Uni. How come you to repent of your sin? must be turned into hell, with the rest, for you are 
Cal. God gave me a penitent heart of his free grace. | wicked. 
Uni. Cannot God give other sinners a penitent heart} Cal. Don’t call me wicked. 1 am converted. Yon 
as well as you? are wicked. lam righteous, by the righteousness of 


Cal. Yes, he can if he pleases. But he is a sover-!Christ. 1 believe the orthodox doctrine. You do not, 
eign; and | do not think, he will do so well by others}1 plainly see. You are therefore unconverted. 1 will 
as by me. He will turn many tivners ot so vile as 1, !mot associate with you. 








OBSERVER. 














